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evidence supports this decisidine court DENIES Wong's man for summary judgment and
GRANTS the Commissioner’s rtion for summary judgment.
l.

Through its administrative law judges, then@uissioner of Social Security evaluates
claims using a sequential five-ptevaluation process. In thesi step, the ALJ must determine
whether the claimant currently is engaged in sulbistiegainful activity, andf so, the claimant is
not disabled and the claim is denfedf the claimant currently is not engaged in substantial
gainful activity, the second step requires Al to determine whether the claimant has a
“severe” impairment or combination of impairmeisting more than 12 months; if not, the ALJ
finds the claimant “not disabled” and the claim is denidfithe claimant has a “severe”
impairment or combination of impairments thagets the duration requirement, the third step
requires the ALJ to determine whether the impanieoe combination of impairments meets or is
equal in severity to a listed impairmeéntAppendix 1 of Subpart P of 20 CFR § 404f the
claimant’s impairment equals or is comparabla tsted impairment, disability is conclusively
presumed and benefits are awarfed.

If the claimant’s impairment or combinatiofimpairments is severe but does not meet

or equal in severity a listed impairment, the tbwstep requires the ALJ to determine whether the

4 See20 C.F.R. §§ 404.1520(a)(4)(i), 416.920(a)(4)(i).
5 See20 C.F.R. 8§ 404.1520(a)(4)(ii), 404.1509, 416.920(a)(4)(ii), 416.909.
% See20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a)(4)(ii}16.920(a)(4)(iii), 404.1520a(d)(2).

" See Celaya v. HalteB32 F.3d 1177, 1180 (9th Cir. 2003); 20 C.F.R §§ 404.1520(d),
416.920(d).
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claimant has sufficient &sidual functional capacity'to perform his or her past wdrkf so, the
claimant is not disabled and the ALJ denies the cldift.s the claimant’s burden to prove that
he or she is unable togierm past relevant work. If the claimant meets this burden, the
Commissionethen bears the burden of establishing thatclaimant can perform other work,
comprising the fifth and final stdp the sequential analysis. dietermining whether claimant
can adjust to other work, the ALJ consideesmant’s RFC, age, education and work
experiencé? If the Commissioner provides evidencattthe claimant can perform other work
and that such work exists in significant numsbi® the national economy, the claimant is not
disabled and the ALJ must deny the clafm.

In determining whether the claimant is dikad, the ALJ considers medical opinions in

the record that reflect on thetnge and severity of a claimasimpairment or impairments.

8 A claimant’s residual functioning capacityREC”) is what the claimant can still do despite
existing physical, mental, non-estional and other limitationsSee Cooper v. SullivaB80 F.2d
1152, 1155 n.5 (9th Cir. 1989).

9 See20 C.F.R. §8§ 404.1520(a)(4)(i¥)16.920(a)(4)(iv), 404.1520a(d)(3).

19See Drouin v. Sullivar§66 F.2d 1255, 1257 (9th Cir. 199%allant v. Heckler753 F.2d
1450, 1452 (9th Cir. 1994).

1 See Widmark v. Barnha®54 F.3d 1063, 1069 (9th Cir. 2006). If the claimant does not meef
his or her burden of proof in the fourth stepoheshe may proceed to the fifth step only if the
ALJ does not have sufficient evidence aboatrobnt’s past relevant work to make a
determination.

1235ee20 C.F.R §§ 404.1520(a)(4)(v), 416.920(a)(4)(v).
13See20 C.F.R §§ 404.1560(c)(1), 416.960(c)(1).

1“See20 C.F.R 88 404.1560(c)(2), 416.960(c)(2); tremetwo ways for the Commissioner to
meet the burden of showing that there is wiarkignificant numbers in the national economy
that the claimant can perforift) by the testimony of a vocatioretpert or (2) by reference to
the Medical-Vocational Guidelines at 20 C.F§R04, Subpart P, Appendix 2; 20 C.F.R. §
416.969;Tackett v. Apfel180 F.3d 1094, 1099 (9th Cir. 1999).

15See20 C.F.R. §§ 404.1527(a)(2),)(@nd 416.927(a)(2), (b).
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Generally, a non-examining sounaeeives less weight that aramining physician’s medical
opinion;® and the opinion of a source that has treated the claimant and established a longitud
picture of the claimant’s impairment receives most weightltimately, the degree of weight
given to medical opinions depends on the phasis presentation of relevant evidence and
supporting explanatiort8. Weight given to a treating ptigian’s opinion depends on how well
the opinion is supported by “medically acceptaléeEhniques and consistency with substantial
evidence in the record. If contradicted by another doctéine opinion of a treating or examining
doctor can only be rejected for “specificcBlegitimate” reasons supported by “substantial
evidence in the record® The Commissioner will give weight the opinions of non-examining
sources to the extent they are “consistent widlegendent clinical findingsr other evidence in
the record.®

Nearly four years ago, Wonddd a Title 1l application fodisability and disability
insurance benefits as well as a Title X\pécation for supplemental security incoffeWong

alleged disability beginning December 8, 2610rhe claims were denied initially, upon

8 See20 C.F.R. §8§ 404.1527(c)(1), 416.927(c)@gllant, 753 F.2d at 1456.

17See20 C.F.R. §§ 404.1527(c)(2), 416.927(c)(2).

18See20 C.F.R. §§ 404.1527(c)(3 ), 416.927(c)(3).

¥See20 C.F.R. 88 404.1527(c)(2), 416.927(c)(2).

20 See Regenitter v. Comm’r of Soc. Sec. Adhif F.3d 1294, 1298-99 (9th Cir. 1999).

1 See Thomas v. Barnha@78 F.3d 947, 957 (9th Cir. 2002)pnapetyan v. Halte242 F.3d
1144, 1149 (9th Cir. 2001) (“An opinion by a non-ewaing medical expert . . . may constitute
substantial evidence when it is consistent witier independent evidence in the record”); 20
C.F.R. 88 404.1527(e)(1)(i), 416.927(e)(1)(i).

?2 seeDocket No. 12-3 at 13.

2 Seeid.
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reconsideration and following a hearingdasupplemental hearing before the Af.JThe appeals
council denied further review, making tA&J’s decision the final agency decisith.

Wong now requests that this court remand with inswuastto award and pay all
disability benefits duer alternatively to remand for further proceedifydhe Commissioner
requests that the court affirm the Commissioner’s final decfdion.

I.

The court has jurisdiction und28 U.S.C. § 1331. The pauiéurther consented to the
jurisdiction of the undersignedagistrate judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(c) and Fed. R. Civ. P.
72(a)?® The court finds this motion suitable for disipies on the papers ilight of this court’s
local rules and procedural ord@r.

Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), this coun tfee authority to reew the Commissioner’s
decision denying Wong her benefitfhe Commissioner’s decisionliAbe disturbed only if it is
not supported by substantial evideror if it is based upon ttagplication of improper legal
standard$® In this context, the term “substantialidence” means “more than a scintilla but less

than a preponderance”™—it is “ducelevant evidence a reasonatvlied might accept as adequate

#SeeDocket No. 13 at 6.
> See id.

?® Seeid. at 5.

2" SeeDocket No. 14 at 1.
?8 seeDocket Nos. 9, 10.

29 SeeCivil L.R. 7-1(b) (“In the Judge's disdien, or upon request by counsel and with the
Judge's approval, a motion may be determinigonrt oral argument dry telephone conference
call.”); Civil L.R. 16-5; Docket No. 7.

30 See Tidwell v. Apfel,61 F.3d 599, 601 (9th Cir.1999).
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to support the conclusior® Where evidence exists tapport more than one rational
interpretation, the court mustféeto the decision of the AL%.

The decision of whether to remand for hat proceedings turns on the likelihood that
such proceedings could “remedy defectthimoriginal administrative proceedings."Where the
Commissioner has failed to proe legally sufficient reasorisr rejecting evidence, such
evidence must be creditédfurther, an immediate award of béitemust be directed if there are
no outstanding issues to resolve and the ALJ evbelrequired to find the claimant disabled,
were such evidence credit&d.

II.

Pursuant to 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520(a) 4h6.920(a), the ALJ condtexl the sequential
five-step evaluation process fortdemining whether an individual disabled. At the first step,
the ALJ found Wong had not engaged in subghgainful activity since December 8, 2010 and
met the insured status requirements through December 31320t 2tep two, the ALJ found
Wong had “the following medically severe camdition of impairments:bipolar disorder;
depressive disorder; and a histof alcohol abuse in remissiof’”

At step three, after congdng Wong'’s written testimony, the opinions of examining and

non-examining medical consultants and Worgating physician Dr. Gregory Braverman, the

31 See id.; Morgan v. Comm'r of the Soc. Sec. Adrhé@ F.3d 595, 599 (9th Cir.1999).
%2 See Morgan169 F.3d at 599.

33 See Harman v. Apfe?11 F.3d 1172, 1178 (9th Cir. 2000) (quotireyin v. Schweike654
F.2d 631, 635 (9th Cir.1981)).

3 See Harman211 F. 3d at 1178 (citingester v. Chater81 F.3d 821, 834 (9th Cir. 1996)).
% See id(citing Smolen v. ChateB0 F.3d 1273 (9th Cir. 1996)).

% SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 15.

37 Sedid.
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ALJ discredited Wong and Braverman andrid Wong did not have an impairment or
combination of impairments that meets or ngally equals in severity one of the listed
impairments® The ALJ found Wong experienced modenather than marked limitation in
activities of daily living and soal functioning as well as conceation, persistence or pace, and
only two episodes of decompensatidriThe ALJ thereby concluded Wong's impairments were
not adequately severe to meegpproximate a listed impairmeft.

At step four, the ALJ found Wong has the Rte(herform all types of physical work but
is limited as a result of her impairments to “simplkepetitive tasks” thato not require “public
contact,” “hypervigilance” and tsct attention to detail* The ALJ based his RFC assessment
on testimony from the hearing, medical evidemnd source statements in the reéortle found
Wong’s claims of intense, pergat and limiting symptoms not ciiéte to the extent they were
inconsistent with her RFE. Ultimately, the ALJ found Wong klanot been under a disability
since December 8, 2010, and though she was unap&ftrm any past relevant work, she was

capable of employment as a houseger or inspector hand packafer.

% See Idat 16. Impairments are listed in 20 C.FRRut 404, Subpart P, Appendix 1 (20 C.F.R.
404.1520(d), 404.1525, 404.1526, 416.920(d), 416.925 and 416.926).

%9 SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 16. Although Wong wasspitalized twice foperiods over two

weeks, once in December 2010 and once incM&011, the ALJ found that these incidents
together did not rise to theviel of “repeated decompensation” because her hospitalizations wef
based on suicidal ideation, rather than suicidergite, and there was no record that she had beg
hospitalized since March 2015eedd.; 20 C.F.R. 88 404.1520a(d)(2) and 416.920a(d)(2).

%9 SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 16.

“ISeeidat 17.

2 See idat 23.
*3 Sedd. at 19.

44 See id at 24.
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V.

The ALJ provided substantial ieence discounting Wong'’s claino$ disability. He gave
“specific and legitimate reasonahd “substantial evidence inetihecord” to apport rejecting
Braverman’s opinioft and crediting other medical examiners and non-examiners’ opinions wh
contradicted Bravermali. Taking into consideration thgeneral practice of giving greater
weight to the opinion of a tréag physician who has “longitudinal picture” of the claimant’s
impairment!” the ALJ provided adequate evidence for a “reasonable mind” to accept his
conclusion that Braverman’s opinievas inconsistent internalgnd with the record and should
therefore receive minimal weigfft. The ALJ further properly credited the vocational expert’s
opinion that Wong could performork as a housekeeper ospector hand packager, and
therefore is not disabledrfthe purposes of receivirgpcial security benefits.

First, the ALJ provided substantial evidenceltscount Wong's statements that might
otherwise have supported Braverman’s opiraad a finding of disability. Although Wong
claims that her disabling impairment prevemts from performing any work, she reported she
originally stopped working for reasonther than her alleged disabily.Wong said she

searches the “internet/job bda daily to look for work>* Moreover, Wong provided

inconsistent information to her physiciansaige she told Braverman she was “feeling

> Seeidat 21.

6 See Regenittefl66 F.3d at 1298-99; Docket No. 12-3 at 22.
“7See20 C.F.R. §8§ 404.1527(c)(2), 416.9272); Docket No. 12-3 at 21.
*8 See Morgan169 F.3d at 599.

9 SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 24.

*% Seeid. at 20; Docket No. 12-7 at 6.

>l SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 20; Docket No. 12-7 at 27.
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depressed” and on the same day told nurses she was “doing a lot better on [psych] meds” an
down to only two mental health mhieations and “finally” felt welf®* These inconsistencies
suggest Wong “may not be entirely reliabté.”

Second, the ALJ provided sufficient reasoasd adequate evidence to discount
Braverman’s opinion, though thewt disagrees with the ALJ’s reasoning on one point.

The ALJ found Braverman’s discrepargia predicting the duration of Wong'’s
symptoms demonstrated inconsistencies withrelserd and internally and were sufficient to
discredit Braverman’s opinioli. Twice in 2011, Braverman repied that Wong’s impairment
would last no more than three montAsin April 2012 Braverman opined that Wong’s
impairment would last at least 12 monthsOn this point, the court sides with Wong. That
Braverman struggled to predict durations early on in treatment dt@eenot provide valid
grounds for discrediting his opinion. Two inacderastimates are reasonable during the early
stages of treatment.

Nonetheless, the ALJ properly discoethtBraverman’s opinion because it was
inconsistent internallgnd with substantial evidence irethrecord. Braverman opined Wong has

“poor response to medicatiorf’but multiple treatment notesdicated improvement in response

*2SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 2@ocket No. 12-8 at 49, 113.
®3 SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 2@ocket No. 12-8 at 64, 66.
>* SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 20.

>°Sedd. at 21.

*® SeeDocket No. 12-8 at 45-6.

>" Seeid. at 140.

*8 SeeDocket No. 12-8 at 136.
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to appropriate medicatiofl. Wong contends that there is ingonsistency with the record or
internally, because the notéds not indicate any “significamtprovement”—Wong would at
times do “better for [a while]” but “usually was worse ag&th.The court finds Wong’s
argument unpersuasive: weight given to reabopinions depends @upporting explanatiorfs.
Absent explanation for Wong'’s positive respongesiedication, Braverman’s conclusion of
poor response constitutes inadaquaupport. Further, evenshe often felt worse again, the
latest reports in the record show Wongsvieeling better in response to medicafiorvong
moreover testified that “[m]y psych medske feel much calmer and at ea¥e.”

Braverman’s assertion Wong was susceptibldecompensation given “even a minimal
increase in mental demands or change in the environfiafg® was unsupported by objective
medical evidence and evidence of Wong's dailyées. For example, the ALJ noted Wong

has lived in “the uncertain sation of homelessness for quitevaile]” without any psychiatric

%9 seeDocket No. 12-3 at 21; et No. 12-8 at 112, 115; Pket No. 12-9 at 19, 56, 57.
0 SeeDocket No. 13 at 11.
®1See20 C.F.R. § 404.1527(c)(3).

%2 After a March 27, 2012 treatment, the latestt\isfore he submitted his opinion at the request
of the ALJ, Braverman noted that Wong was hegrioices less frequentgnd not as loudly as
before. SeeDocket No. 12-9 at 19. The ALJ refeoen the positive response in the July 5, 2012
treatment note (“feeling less irriike” and “fewer auditory hallunations”) because that is the
latest one in the entire case reco&keDocket No. 12-3 at 21; Docket No. 12-9 at 56. The July
date suggests that Braverman'’s statement in th&tiqoeaire that their last visit was in March
2012 is inconsistent with the recor8eeDocket No. 12-3 at 2Docket No. 12-8 at 136.
Braverman completed the questionnaire on AArR012, so his statement about the last visit
date was in fact accurat&eeDocket No. 12-8 at 141. The Als conclusion that Braverman’s
statement about Wong’s response to medicationweassistent with the treatment notes as a
whole, however, still stands.

®3 Docket No. 12-3 at 60-61.
64 seeDocket No. 12-3 at 21; Docket No. 12-8 at 140.
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hospitalizations since March 20%L Wong further testiéd that she is “okay” with handling
changes in routin®.

The ALJ further found Braverman’s opinion imsistent with the opinion of numerous
other examiners. For example, impartial examiner Dr. Jenny Fbfneported a GAF of 60,
indicating “moderate” symptoms or difficulién social or occupational functionifiy.
Braverman reported a GAF of 40;4Bdicating “serious” symptoms or difficulties in those same
functions®® Overall, Forman found Wong's “wortelated abilities” wee “predominantly
unimpaired” to “mildly impaired,” with her “abilityo withstand the stresd$ an 8-hour workday”
and “ability to adapt to changes . . . in therkpbace setting” “mildly to moderately impaired”
Braverman’s opinion that Wong is “seriously lindteor “unable to meet competitive standards”
for all mental abilities needed for unskil work thus conflicts with Forman’s.

The ALJ also found Braverman’s opinion incotesidg with consulting state psychiatrist
Dr. P. Davis’s psychiatric review and RFC assesstfebBavis asserted that Wong's
impairments did not lead to “marked limitatioim’ activities of daily living, social functioning
and concentration, persistence and pac mast three episodes of decompensdfioavis

found only “moderate” limitatioin all functions and “oner two” episodes of

% SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 21; Docket No. 12-7 at 29-30, 33.

% SeeDocket No. 12-7 at 33.

®” SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 19, 2Rocket No. 12-8 at 73.

%8 Sedd.

% SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 21; Docket No. 12-8 at 136.

® SeeDocket No. 12-8 at 73.

"t SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 22; Docket No. 12-8 at 138.

2 seeDocket No. 12-3 at 22.

3 Sedd. at 22; Docket No. 12-8 at 90. B, App’x 1, Subpt P, 20 C.F.R. § 404.
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decompensatioff. Davis observed Wong can adapt to dempoutine tasks #t require little
general public contaét. Braverman’s opinion thusaflicts with Davis’s opinion.

The ALJ finally found Braverman'’s opinianconsistent witlthe opinion of non-
examining medical expert Dr. David Glassmimo testified that witbut alcohol abuse, Wong
would not meet the 12.04 listing and would be ablperform simple, ggetitive tasks, absent
interaction with the general public, hypervigilance and fast-paced Wdkong repeatedly
testified during the hearing thsihe did not abuse alcohol. 88erman stated Wong had been
sober for two years. Wong was not tested foolabl in her system during her hospitalizations.
Therefore Glassmire showed Wong did not suffem alcohol abuse and did not meet the
requirements for a listed impairméhtin contrast, Bravermariib asserted Wong meets the
requirements for a listed impairment as she is markedly limited in daily activities, social
functioning and concentration and is likelydecompensate if henvironment chang€s.

In sum, substantial evidence supportsAhd’s decision to award less weight to
Braverman’s opinion. While Bravean’s opinion was inconsisteimdth internally and with the
record, the ALJ appropriatelysigned more weight to Forman, Davis and Glassmire’s opinions
because they were consistent vétlbstantial evidence in the record.

Third, the ALJ provided “specific and legitir@ateasons” and “substantial evidence” for

crediting the opinions of examinirand non-examining medical consultditgho found Wong's

" See id.

> SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 22; Docket No. 12-8 at 92.

’® SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 22, 39-50.

"See idat 41, 49-50, 56, 60-61.

'8 SeeDocket No. 12- 8 at 138-140.

" See Regenitted 66 F.3d at 1298-9Fhomas 278 F.3d at 957.
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impairments did not meet or equlseverity a listed impairmefi. Substantial evidence
supports the ALJ’s decision Wong was only moddydimited and suffered only two periods of
decompensation.

As to moderate rather than marked limitatiomaily activities, V¥ng spoke of a loss of
appetite, interest, motivation and an inabitiydrive on medicatiorgs well as decreased
ventures outdoors and the ceasing of many acswie engaged in previously. But as the ALJ
noted, Wong also reported that she livea lmomeless shelter where she attends group sessiong
looks for work on the internet, does laundry, yseslic transportation, sips for food and basic
necessities, goes to the libraoyread and regularly makes appointments with Braverman and
Goodwill therapist§? The ALJ sufficiently showed Wongtaoderate daily activity limitations
do not meet or equal in sevgrthe listed requirements.

As for moderate rather than marked limat in social functioning, although Wong said

she generally feels withdrawn, isolated and lesgakshe still visits one friend weekly and other

8 Because Braverman diagnosed Wong withzmffective disorder, bipolar disorder, and
depression the relevant impairment listing wa$4 “Affective Disorders.” See Docket No. 12-8
at 80, 136. Further after reviewitige record, Glassmire statétat Wong would meet a 12.04 if
she is alcohol dependeeeDocket No. 12-3 at 40. In order to meet or equal in severity
impairment listing 12.04, a claimant’s impairmentsintesult in “at least two of the following:
markedrestriction of activities of daily livingnarkeddifficulties in maintaining social function,
markeddifficulties in maintaining concentration, igéstence or pace, oepeated episodes of
decompensation, each of extended duration” (emphasis a@ded)) C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart
P, Appendix 1 - 12.04. B.

81 SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 16; Dockdlo. 12-7 at 27. Wong saw tlagists at Goodwill, and she
does not assert that thesere treating sourcesseeDocket No. 12-9 at 28, 51, 62-64. The
therapists noted depression dradlucinations but did not convey that Wong would have met a
12.04 listing or that she would not bBble to engage in other vkpisuch as simple routine tasks
with no hypervigilance, high stress or contact vt general public. Even if the therapists’
notes could be interpretedgapport Braverman'’s opinion or atBsl impairment, their opinions
would not be entitletb great weight.

#2See20 C.F.R. § 404, Appendix 1 - 12.00. B. 1.
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friends once every two weekS.Wong's symptoms do not meetenual in severity the listed
requirement§?

As to moderate rather than marked limitation in concentration, persistence and pace,
Wong reported that she has difficulty with megnanotivation and concentration, such that she
cannot pay attention for longer than “2 misid struggles with “racg” and “scattered”
thoughts®™ The ALJ found this testimony reflectedderate rather than marked restriction.
The ALJ did not provide much explanation foisthonclusion, but gavegnificant weight to
Forman’s opinion that Wong is unimpairedher ability to follow simple and complex
instructions and unimpaired to mildly impairiedher ability to maintain adequate pace and
persistencé’ Further, the ALJ provided substantigight to Davis wo observed that Wong
“can understand, remember, and [carry out] complex]k instructions,” and “can sustain her
concentration, pace, & her persistence, w/ her)k[tasks for 2hr blocks of time, w/customary
breaks over the course afegular w[or]kday/w[ee]k®®

As for repeated periods of decompeitsg Wong experienced only two psychiatric
hospitalization§®? Appendix 1 of Subpart P of 20 CFR404 defines “repeed episodes of

decompensation” as “three episodes within 1 y&sayid “episodes of decompensation” as

8 SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 1@ocket No. 12-7 at 31-32.
8 See20 C.F.R. § 404, Appendix 1 - 12.00. B. 2.

% SeeDocket No. 12-7 at 29-33.

8 SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 16.

87 SeeDocket No. 12-8 at 73.

% Seeid. at 92.

89 SeeDocket No. 12-3 at 16.

%' See20 C.F.R. § 404, Appendix 1 - 12.00. C. 4.
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“exacerbations or temporary increases in symptonssgns . . . [that] may be inferred from
medical records showing significant alteoatin medication or documentation of . . .
hospitalizations* Aside from her two hospitalizationseatment notes show that Wong’s
medication was at times altered and she wouldptain of increases in symptoms. But it is
unlikely that dosage alterations of five or 20 milligrdfreonstitute “significant” alterations or
exacerbation of symptoms, especially where méidieca were stopped, added or increased due t
complaints of dizzines¥ tirednes¥’ or insomnid® The evidence supports the ALJ’s finditig.
Fourth, the ALJ properly applied lejatandards in reaching his decision. He provided
specific and legitimate reasons for discountingy@rman’s opinion as inconsistent internally
and with the record. Further, the ALJ provided substahgaidence to suppothe allocation of
greater weight to Forman and Davis's opiniBhssinally, the ALJ propeyl gave weight to the
opinions of Glassmire and vocational expert Thomasill as consistent with objective medical
evidencé® and Forman and Davis’s opiniotf. Linvill thoroughly considered the record and

provided relevant supporting emplations based on national st@tis for his own finding that

d.

%2 SeeDocket No. 12-8 at 48, 50, 10Bpcket No. 12-9 at 20, 26.
% SeeDocket No. 12-8 at 109.

% Seeid. at 113; Docket No. 12-9 at 26.

% SeeDocket No. 12-8 at 111.

% See Morgan169 F.3d at 599.

%" See Regenittel66 F.3d at 1298-99.

% Seeid.

% See, e.g.Docket No. 12-8 at 68-70.

10 5eeThomas 278 F.3d at 957fonapetyan242 F.3d at 1149; 20 C.F.R. §§ 404.1527(e)(1)(i),
416.927(e)(2)(i).
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Wong would still be able to perform work ahousekeeper ordpector hand packager. The
ALJ properly denied Wong’s clai for disability benefit$®?
V.

Having found substantial evidence and prdpgal standards supporting the ALJ’s
decision, the court does not addréise question of proper remalid. The Commissioner’s
motion is GRANTED; Wong motion is DENIED.

SO ORDERED.
Dated: March 17, 2015

.&04 S‘ M/

PAUL S.GREWAL
United States Magistrate Judge

1915ee20 C.F.R. §8§ 404.1527(c)(3), 416.927(c)(3); Docket 12-3 at 67.
125ee Harman211 F. 3d at 1178 (citingester 81 F.3d at 834).
193 5eeDocket No. 13 at 10; Docket Nb4 at 6-7; Docket No. 15 at 3.
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